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Elena Anatole Volosciuc (“Volosciuc”), her husband, and their two children
(collectively, “petitioners’) petition for review of the Board of Immigration

Appeals order affirming the Immigration Judge’s (“1J") decision denying the
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petitioners’ application for asylum.! We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252,
and we deny the petition.

Substantial evidence supportsthe |J s conclusion that V olosciuc was not
persecuted on the basis of her ethnicity. The mistreatment Volosciuc suffered at
work, even assuming it was because of her ethnicity, amounts to discrimination
and harassment, not persecution. See Nagoulko v. INS, 333 F.3d 1012, 1016-17
(9th Cir. 2003). Volosciuc presents no evidence that the head of the Moldavian
Red Cross is a government actor, and she does not challenge on appeal the |J' s
finding that VVolosciuc failed to demonstrate that the Moldavian government is
unwilling or unable to control the Red Cross. See Ahmed v. Keidler, 504 F.3d
1183, 1191 (9th Cir. 2007). The evidence does not compel the conclusion that the
extortion Volosciuc suffered and threats she received were on the basis of her
ethnicity. See Bolshakov v. INS, 133 F.3d 1279, 1281 (9th Cir. 1998). Findly,
Volosciuc failed to demonstrate that the government was unable or unwilling to
control her son’s attackers; the police conducted an investigation and placed the

attackers on a special registration list for children accused of crimes.

! Petitioners do not challenge on appeal the |J sdenial of their applications
for withholding of removal and relief under the Convention Against Torture.
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The temporary stay of removal and stay of voluntary departure period
continue until issuance of mandate.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



